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GENERAL TESCRIFTION OF PROJECTS

Under thsée.fbur appiications flled Juns 22; 1922, it is propasﬁd
_to divert water from Scott Creeir in Santa Cruz Countiy wit%sut storage.from
about April 1et to about Decewber lst of eack season for irrization and do- -
'mestic purposes on tracts of land lying within the boundaries of the Rancho -
Ague Pusrca and Las Trancos in Santa Cruz County. Troe essential featureﬁ of

the applications are as follows:



Area to be

App.¥o. Amount Poirt of Diverslon Irrigated
2897 1.785 c. f 8. NEi NEy Sec.19, TIOS, R3W, M.D.M.. - 463 acres
2898  0.€10 NE+ SBi Sec.19, 105, R2®, 75 =
2839 2.690 NEz SE2 Sec. 18, T10S, R3wW, ® 215«

2900 0,31c # Ei SEx Sec.l&, T1CS, R3W, " 25 %
5,395 ¢c.f.8., totml oo

The applications were protested by the following:

1. Pish and Game Commrission of California

2. Board of Supervisors, Santa Cruz County

3. Emilio A. Gianone, Joseph L. Glanons, Emma Gianone
- and Virginias Gianone

4. Willian Purdy

SROIESIS

The Californis Fish and Gome Cormmission and the Board of Snpervisors

of Santa Cruz Ccuntz protest the approval of the applications on ths ground that
any divergion mede by the applicant would materially affect, if not destiroy,

the run of Steelhead trout in Scott Creek on Wwhich the Commission has estab-
l;ehad an egg coilecting station which has been in use by tte County of Santa
Crus and.ths State Fish and Geme Commission for a period.of eighteen'years.

Emilio A. Glanone, et al. claim the ownership of'1891.405 acres of

land which are riparian to Scott Creek and 2llege in effect that if the ap-
plications are approvad.thera would not be sufficient water to satisfy their
1rr1gati§n, stocik watering or domestic demands. They clalm that they have
used the waters of Scott Creex for more than thirty years 1aa£ past. _
¥illisn Purdy claims the ownership of riparian lands lying within
Section 6, T 10 S, R 3 W, and Sections 25 and 36, T9S, B4 i, M.D.B. & M.
and alleges in effect that as all that portion of the waters of Scott Creek
Ihich is appurtgnant to this land im necessary for use thereon, any diver.

sion which aﬁ?licaﬁt may make under his applications would interfere with



: notified}

the rights which he and hin'predecessors in intarest have enjoyed for mors

than thirty years last Last.

EEARIRG SET IX ACCORDANCT HITUT &
OF TH= =ATOR COiNMISSION A

CTION la
e
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Applications 2897, 2898, 2899 and 2900 of C. H. Widemenn wers com-
pleted in accordance with tre Water Comnission Act and the requirements of
the BRulag and Begulatibns adopted pursuant thersto and beiag protasted wers
sot for public hearing in accordance with Section lg of the Watsr Commission
Act on July 22, 1927, at 10:30 o'clocik A.M. in Room 109 State Building, San

Francisco, California. Of this hearing applicant and protestants wers duly

DISCUSSIQN COF Pnofzsmg'

These applications were filed in June, 1922, by C. H. Widemann to
appropriate & total of 5.39 cubic feet per second from Scott Cresi in Santa
Cruz County for domestic and irrigation usaze upon lands riparian and non-
riparian to said creex. The diverslion points are upon the lands of the ap-
plicant, who owns all land bordering on Scott Cresk from the uppermost point
of divsraion under his sald applications to and including the cresik's pqint
of entry into the Pacific Ocean. There are taerefors no lower riperian _
owners involved and there ars no protesfﬁnts claiming as lowsr aporopriators.

Protestants are (1) those claiming priority of rizht as upper ri--
parian owners and users and (2) tae Division of Fish and Game of the Dsparﬁ-
ment of Natural Resources and the Boari of Supervisors of Santa Cruz County.
Thos§ protastants claiéing interferencs as upver propfietura ani users are
clearly without a valid causa of complaint.  Applicant's lowsr diversions

will work no injury either in fact or in law. The opinion in tae cass of

.




San Josguin_snd Kisgs River Caval and Irrigation Co. v, Wopswick, 187 Cal. 674,

203 Pac. 999 i3 conclusive upon these protesiants. Tha followingz 1s guotad

from said opiniom:

"It is necegsary, therefore, to delermine whather or not the
declisions of our courts have establiished the propositiorn that an
appropriation from a2 strzam for use upon lands in private owner-
ehip, and made by means of a dam situated upon land in private ommar—
ship, gives to the appropriator a right to the watser aporopristed.
which is superior to the right of riparien owners above to the uss
-of water from tha stream upon the rivarian land. Thsre are no
decisions in this state which declare or recozaize tinis dectrins.
On the contrery, it has always been held that ths rights of tha
riparian ownar of such land above ars superior to thoss of the
diverter or appropriator below. The law as established and
~recognized by the decisions of this stats, in evary case 1o which
it has been considered, is declared to be that the rights of a
‘rlparian owner in the waters of tne abutting stresam are not af-
fected by any interference with the waters of the stream, made
on privately owned land after they ress belew th2 boundaries of
such riparian land. Such use below, no matter how long continmed,
or what may be the nature of the claim of right thereto by the
user thereof, in no manner affects the riparian rishis pertain-
ing to the land above the place of use and point of diversion.
Thus in Hargrave v. Cooik, 108 Cal. 77, 41 Pac. 13, 30 L. R. A.
380, the court said:

Br§ith any uss or diversion of the water after it has passed
his land the upver ripariaan proprietsr, having no ownership in
and no lonzer any rights to it, would have no concern. ®EEFkagax
¥one of his rights would or could be 1mpaired theredy, and with-
out such an impairment he would be without injury, and, conse-
quently, without cause for complaint or redress. "His right ex-
tends no further than the boundary of his own astate. He csunot
complain of the mere facts of the diverzion of the water course
either abovs or below him, if, within tha 1imits ¢f his own proper-
ty, it is allowed to follow its accustored channesl."?

vAnd furtker, speaiding of the effect of these facts on the -
law of prescripiion, the court proceeds to say: :

. PtBefore one can acquire a right te t~a doing of an act in
which anotber so acguissces, the act itselfmust amount to an in-
vasion of that other's rights, and the doingz rust eithar have
bean so lonz coniinued az that a prescriptive claim can he sup-

_ported npon the theory that the acquisscence presupposes a grant,
or under such circumstances as will raise an estoprel ezainst the
objecting party. 3But, as the upver rirarian preoprietort!s right
to object to any use or diversion of ‘he water balow ceased when
it had flowed pmst his bvoundary, any such use could noti work an
invaeicn of his rignts arnd he was not called upen to protest
agalnst it.?
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*The same doctrine has been declared in Hanson v. McCus,

42 Cal. 210, 10 Am. Rep. 299; Bathzate v. Irvine, 126 Cal. 140
58 Pac. 442, 77 Au. St. Rep. 158; Cave v. Tyler, 133 Cal. G&7,
65 Pac. 1033; Hudson v. Tailey, 156 Cal. 6¢7 135 Pac. 748;
Perry v. Calicing, 139 Cal, 177, 113 Pac. 6 Miler & Lux v,
Enterprise, etc., Co., 1£9 Cal 4323, 147 Pac. 587 and Holmes
v. ¥ay, 199 Pac. 327. : '

"Tae provosition is sattled by thess decisiors, and it
should be adhered to as a rule of prozerty, even if we were
doubtful of its eoundness in logic, reason, aund justice. BPut
we have no euch douwdt. 7The ruls that such diversions do not
affect the upper riparisn rizhts follews lozically from the
well-settled rule stated in the above—cited cases, and in every
other case on the subjsct of prescription, thate

tIn ordsr to establish a riszht by orascr1nticn the acts by
which it is scousnt f{o estabiish it must oparate as an invasion
of the rignt of the party sgainst whom it is set up. The enjoy-

ment relled upon must be of such a character as to afford ground
for an action by the other varty.'! Anaheim W. Co. v. Semi Tropic
W. Co., 64 Cal, 182, 30 Pac. €25.%

Coming now to the protest of the Division of Fish and Game, and
the Ccﬁﬁty of Santa Cruz applicant vigorously contends that the law as de-

clared in the Worswicik Case,_sunra, is appiicable and that said Division's

. proiast is, t“* fore, to be disregarded. However, the usage made by tne
Division of Figh and Game i3 0 cloaaly related to the maintenance of tha
flow from tha_placa of use domnstream to the ocean as to make it appear that
protestant is an appropriator who is in fact aé dependent ﬁpon the maintenance

~ of flow from its place of use as it is upon the maintenance of flow from above

to its place of.use. Obviously the Worswick case and the cases therein relied
~ upon ﬁrocéaded upon the preﬁisa that lower diversionas could not ig fact work
injury to upper users. Herein; however,-we are faced with an agggrentlx'ei-
ceptiohai situation and one wherein apcarently lower diversions may destroy
the vested right of an:uppar user. | | | |

The Division of Fish and Zeme owns and operates an egs-taking §ta-

tion upon Scott Crealr mbove the lands of appiicant and by means of a dam

O




and fish trap and othker works at this sfation, diveris and uses the water of
said creek as neeassary to anable the taking of'ateelheag trout and the col-
lection of ezgs therefro;. Thase egzs are.devalcped at the.Brookﬁale hatchery
of said Division which is located uvon a tributary of Scott Cresx and ths
young fry are planted in other streams along the coast except fo? e snfficient
number, which ars returned to Scott Creek to pefpstuate the ran in said creex.
‘It appears that a minizman flow of thirty cubic fest per secoﬁﬁ from April 1lst
.-to_May lst is essential in order to permit the adult steslhead to ascend from
' the ocean to their spawning grounds near the egs-taking station and thet a
minioun flow of two second feet from May 1let to December let is nece#ea:y in
order to permii_ths emall fry to descend to the ocean. The Division is 1111;
ing to withdra!.ité protests if applicant wili agrze to take water only insofar
g2 his diversions can be made'without reducirg the flow below the minimnm_
| quantities stated. | o
| In reality the Divisicn's protest is based dpon an interference with
the pessage of fish to and from ite egg-taking staiion by reason of proposed
diversions between the station and tke ocean with a resultant destructioﬁ of
the fish Tun and the nsefulnaéé of the statlicn. Upon analysis tnls prntest.is,
_'thsrefore, not besed upon a depletion of supply insofar as water available for
diversion and use at the station ie concermed but upon an interference with
an asserted right.of wy for tke passage of fish. upstrear to the station and
downstresa from the station. |

In view of authorities holding t:zt use of water for the propogation
of fish copstitutes a beneficial use for which water may be appropriated, it
.aprears that the Division of Fisgh and Game must be accorded the status of &

prior appropriater with a point of diversion and a place of use at the egz-
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taldng station (2 Kinney on Irrigation and Water Righte, 2ud Ed., page 1205,

Par. 700; Smith Canal Co. v. Coelorado Ice sfc. Co., B2 Pac. 940; Ex parte Elam,
6 Cal. App. 233, 91 Pac. 811; State v, Barker, (Utah) 108 Pac. 352). As such

an apprepriator the Division is clearly entitled to protection against deple~
tion of eupply of water by the diversions of subsequent appropriatér- or Tro—
pdled diversions by Would be appropriators. The guestioen here involved, however
| does not rel@te to adequacy of a water supply at the polnt.of'divarﬁioh huf.to_
'antinferference with ﬁaintenance of a stream flow below which s ReCessary for
| the passage of fish. In other words does an appropriater of water for fish
| propagation also acquire & right to an appropriation of an entire iﬁresm flow
or & flow far in excess of the quantity actually utilized for propagation uran
the gr&ﬁnd that such a flow ie necessary to convey fish to and from its place
of use? | _ |
| The statement of the above quastioﬁ calls to mind thé decieion in

the case of Antioch v. Willlame, 188 Cal. 451, 205 Pac. 682 wherein the Town

of Antioch as a diverter, user, and appropriator of less than one cubic foot
_per second contended that it nad acquired the right to a flow of over 3000
cubic feet pef se€ond of the waters of ths Sacramento River for the purpoéo of
Topelling & tidal invasion of salt water from Suisun Bay. While 1t is trus
.'.thst the court declared this case to be unprecedented in character, Tecog-
nized that the conditions involved had never been considered in any deciston,
stated the gquestion to be open for the adéption of such & rule as it might
deem Just, and decided against the claim of Antioch or account of its wn-
reascnableness and the detriméntal consequences that would result from its

establishment, the case in guestion is parzllel insofar as the claim herein
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is for water in excess of that beneficially used and as incidert to the main-

tenance of the benmefit obtalned by usage. ILikewise, parallel in this respect
is the case of Schodde v. Twin Falis L. & ¥. Co., 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 479 whereln
plaintiff diverted by water wheels which Ware rendered useless by the back
water from defendantts dam. Said the court: |
"It 1s unquestioned tbet what he nas actually diverted and
used upon his land, he has appropriated, but can it be said that
. &1l the water he uses or needs to cperate his whesls 12 an appro-
. priation? As before sugzested there is neither atatutery nor
judicisl aunthority that such & use is sn appropriation. Such a
use also lacks one of the essential atiribuies of an appropriation—
it is not reasonable.®
Also, in point upon this question as to the 1imit of the right by appropria-

tion is the case of Natoma Water & Min. Co. v. Eancock, 101 Cal. 42, 35 Pac.

334, wherein the prior appropriator was held tc have no cause of complaint
because his means of diversion became insufficient due to diversions from
above and was advised'to improve his maan§ of diversion. AIn othef wor&s a
flow neceseary to elevate the surface of thé gtream go that water w6u1d f1ow.
into plaintiffts ditch wae not acquired by plaintiff but the exce§s ovar that.
required for plaintiff's actual diversion was held open to appropriation by
_ths-dsfendant.

Although not wnmindful of the recent case of Herminghang et al., ¥.

Southern Californis Edieon Co., 200 Cal. 81, 252 Pac. 607, wherein the ruling
of the Natoma Case, supra, was not appiied against a riparian plaintiff, never-
theless, the above cases illustrate that ihe claim of right'of way for fish
passage is not within a élgim_of water right but is extranecus te that ciaim
and'obviﬁusly it is not as closely related as is a flow essential to elavate

water and cause 1t to overflow the lands of a riparian owner or reach a

height sufficient to flow into an appropriator's'ditch.




Forther considering the point in issue, to wit; whether or not the

Divisicn of Fish and Came has a legal right to the maintenance of a stresm
intact for fish passage as egainst a !uuld be apprepriator, there are no pro.-
vielons in the Water Commission Act which provide a dedication of water for
'fish'passage.or in any wise indicate that waters shall be witbheld from ap—.
propriation in order to supply fish with a msdiuﬁ of travel. |

The Division.of-Fish and Geme is anthorized to pro£ect fish as pro-
vided in Section 642 of the Political Code which eﬁumorates-its powers and
duties but nothing tharein gontained confers unlimited.po'er to protecﬁ fish
or authorizes the.nnllification of the Water Commiasion Act or declares fish
protéction_to be the prime consideration inm the event of its conflict with
other provisions of law. Indeed that section states that the Division of

¥ish and Game shall see "that the laws for the protection and preservation

of ®4esafighegessrsare ﬁtrictly_enfcrced." Thus the legislature ssems tc have
1imited the Division of Fish and Game to powers and dnties enumerated in this
section and in other eections such as €26 to 6374 of the Pensl Code. In this
connaction'Sections'Ssﬁg and 637 provide the alternatives afforded the Division
of ¥ish and-Gamé in the event that it is deemed that fishrayﬁ canﬁot be con-
structed which iill sorve the purpose of fleh travel over of around a dam.
Tha a1ternatives are to require erection of a fish hatchery or the planting
-of fiah-anﬁ not to probiblt the building of a dam or the appropriation of water
thereby. Certainly such provisicns of law 4o not declare and are not tanta-
 mount to declarations that the maintensnce of rights of way for fish mizration
shall be of paxﬁmount'importanée and that appropriations of water to ?onaficial

uses shall be subject thereto and shall be denied if they interfers therewith.
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On the other hand the history of the approcriative doctriné in Cali-

fornia is such as to cause the belief trat the right to aporopriate VRATDT Can

priated tatér is not to be denied except as clsarly and definitely provided
by legislgtive mandate and the rule of law that "It is not to be presumed

. that the legislature in the enactment of statutes, or tke people in the adop-

tlon of 1aws; intend to overturn long established legal principles, unless

such Intention is made to_clgarly appear by express declaration or by neces-

slry.implication“-seems to apply. (Folletts v. Pacific Light and Power Cor—

poration, 189 Cal. 193, 208 Pac. 295; In re Gercelon, 104 Cal. 570, 584; Boyd

x. U. 5., 11670 S. 616, Abbey v. Board of Directors, 58 Cal. App. 757, 76l.)
| . In cases wherein the right of appropriation has been affected the
1egi§latnre has specifically provided therefbr a8 in the case of Section zZa
of the California Irrigation District Act, Stats. 1917, p. 755 and initiativa
._ neaaure No. 11, Statutes of 1925, p. XCIII. |
In vigw of the very doubtful unthnrity of the Fish and Ceme Commis-

_'sion to prohibit appropriations for the protection of fish right of ways and
" of ths Diviqion of Water Hesources to deny or restrict would be appropriators
on dccoqnt of interference tharawith, it is beliefed.that protestant should
be left to take ench independent mction as it may have aunthority to take in
.protecting fish rights of wai in the event tbat there develops an actual
| 1nteffer9nce which cannot be readily adjusted.

‘Hor does it appear that the Division of Fish and Geme occuples the
status of an appropriator of the streem for fish transportation. Under the

requirements declared necessary to constitute an appropriation, contained in

such cases as Robinson v. Schoenfeld, 218 Pac., 1041; Lake Shore Dmek Club v,

Lake View Duck Club, 166 Pac. 311; Town of Antioch v. Willisme Irr. Dist., 168




Cal. 451, 205 p. 688; and Schodds v. Twin Falls L. & ¥. Co. 32 Sup. Ct. Bep.

479, the mere planting of fish in & stream certainly doas not corstituie &
sufficientlexclusiva possession and conirol of the water therein to constitute
an appropriation tharsof and we can find no cases wherein an& such act has
been held an apnropriatiun (a taxing) of water for beneflcial use. The Divi-
sion of Fish and Game hes not diverted or controlled ths waters in qusstion
- er applied them to umse and eaid waters have continned to flow as in a course
of natare they have been wont to do from time immemorial.

In support of its claim as an appropriator the Diviﬁion of Fish and
Game reliss upon Section 25% of Art. IV of the constitution which provides that
-.'ths legislaturs ma& divide the state into fish and game districts and enact
lews for the protection of fish and geme therein. But no laws of the lagislép
tﬁre uander thil'constitutional suthoritf are sot forta which authorize the
reiervation of streams from appropriation for the purpose of affording fish
protection and propagation and whsrein tals 1eginlative anthorization declares
any such power to exist in thae discretion of the Division of Fish and Game
is not appﬁr;nt; In fact ths_“obvious purpose of this ameniment was to re—
mové the formaer restriction of Article 4, #25, subd. 33 >4 di{ increasss |

the legislative discretion by sathorizing local laws on the subject.®

Qﬁgggg;g;fy. Superior Court, 178 Cal 372, 173 Fac. 588; Zx pgﬁ;g Karincovich,
48 Csl. App. 482, 192 Pac. 156.) |

Piazlly the Division of Fish and Game urges that an appropriation
of water from this etream is sgainst public policy and constitutes a nniaancc
in that it will destroy the pronerty of the people in fish.

A gufficlent answer to all of these contentions is that hintorically

the doctrine of free appropriatian of unapprapriatad waters is not ante-dated :
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by fish protection provisions and no statutes or constitutional provisions of

this state have been pointed to or found which may be reasonably construed as

" even implying that water appropriations are to be denied in favor of figh pro-

tection. Certainly it would require an explicit lezislative mandate to Justify
the Division of Water Resources in denying an applicatioﬁ'to aporopriate on tas

ground that fish would be interfered with by reascon of a depletion of water.

Hor is the Division of Water Resources inclined to attempt decisions as to
. - whether fish protection is of paramount public concern. Such a decision as

to public policy and welfare is properly a matter for legislative decision and

wmtil wach time as a definite lagzislative prononncemant is mede, the Division

- considers itself without autnorlty to deny applications on tus basis of inter-

ference with fish 11!0.

As to the quotation from Sec. 1 of Chap. 883 of the Statutes of

- 1921, the subject matter of the act of which that section is a portion is too

foreign to tie subjeci of Tish proteétian 1o reader it periineat to the

'-pralent inquiry. In fact it is an act to foster inveatigations to facilitate .

diversions and appropriations of water and not to restrict or limit them and

to that extant i3 opposed to the contentions of protestant Divislon of Fish

and Geme.

I any conastitntional and statuiory provisions are in point the

"fQIIOting should also be taken inte consideration:

" Sec. 1, Art. XIV of the constitution: “The use of all watar
now appropriated, or that may heresficr Le appropriated, for sals,
rental or distribution, is hereby declared to be a public use, and
lubject to tha regulation and control of the siate, in the manner to
be prescribad by law sukand
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_ Sec. 17 of the Water Commission Act — "Any person, firm,
association or corvoration may apply for and securs from the
State Water Commission, in conformity witha this act and in con-
formlty with reasonable rules and resulations adopted from time
to time by the State Watsr Commission, a permit for any unappro.-
priated water **xsskxs ' : _ .

Sec. 15 Wesd»#]} i3 heredy declared to be the establishsd
policy of this state that the use of water for domestic purposes
is the highest use of watsr and that the next highast use 1s for
irrigation. In acting upon applications to appropriate watar the
Commission shall be guided by the above declaration of policy wee ¥

In the case of Ex parte Elam, supra, the court said:

"The legislature has the right to determine what uses are.
superior in iind and to protect the same and it is within its
province to determine that certain uses of tals public property
are of a higher character and superior in right to other uses.*

In the case of Tulsre Water Compggz Y. State Water Commisgion, 187

. Cal. 533, 202 Pac. 874, the Supreme Court says:

. » T
. _ #The Commission surely does not possess and could not be

- ' investdd with power to arbitrarily deny an application made in
confornity to the law for the appropriation of water that was
subject te appropriation. :

"The purpose of the act is clearly to permit any person or
corporation desiring to make any of the enumerated bensficial nses
of waters of the state, not otherwise utilized, to avail itself
of this right of aporopriation.

"Under the law in force prior to the adoption of this act
(Civ. Code. Secs. 1410-1422) no permission was required for the
appropriation of waters of the state. All that was resquired to
create a praferential right to such water was to actually appro-
priate it to some aunthorized beneficial use, or to make a water
filing to be followed with due diligence by an actual user.

*The obvicus aim of the Water Commission Act was not to
abolish, but to regulate and administer, this privilege."*

¥or is the appropriation of water per se a nuisance.
As the protest of the Board of Supervisors is in effect the aame
as that of the Fish and Game Commission the above discussion is applicable

-~

_ to its protest.
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Trom tae above it is the opinion of this office that the proposed

diversion of the applicant can in no way interfere with the rights of thocse

claiming priority of right as upper riparian owners and users. The appli-
cant being a downstream appropriator Iould not be in & position either
watsm gsuom w aft tha 2% Fargian ol ints cf

.physically or lezally to interfere with. ‘he,upstream users.

It 18 alsc the oplnion of this office that the Division of Water

lﬂeiou:ces has not the anthoritiy to dsny appropriatians ucon the baslis that

fish life will be imperiled by depletion of supply and that tna Division of

- Fish and Game has not approcrlatad the flow of tha stream in question from

1ts ezg-taking station to the ocean. If a police power has been vested in

- the Division of Fish and GCame which anthorizes it to enjoin such diversions

" of water for beneficisl uses as it desms inimical to figh 1ife the issuance

of pernits to appropriate by the Division of Water Resources will rot prevent

. .the exercise of such an suinority by said Division.

ORDER
Applications 2897, 2898, 2899 and 2900 for permits to appfapriate
itfer baw1ng been filed with ths Division of Water Resources as above stated,
protests having been filed, # public h@aring having beeﬁ held, briefs having
been filed ani the Division of Water Bssqurces now being fully informed in
ths premises:
~ IT IS HEREBY OBDERED that Appllcatiom 2897, 2898, 2899 and 2900 be

approved and that permite be granted subject to such of the usual terms and

conﬁitions as zay be approp*iate.

PO WITHESS my hand and tne seal of the Departmsnt of Public Works of
the State o; f“ﬂ“*"mn_a. tnis 4 day of %ww , 1931.

‘; 4.1;9_ EDWARD HYATT, State Enginser

n walaneld, Coullins
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Application
fiied with the Division of Vater Rescurcez, 2 protsst having been filed,.
a public'heafing haviag.been held ani tne Division oT Uétar Hegourcas now
beinz fully informed in the premises:

1T I ¥ CRIZRED that applicaticn 6181 be approved and that
g i)emit be granted to the applicant sudject to the ususl terns and con-
ditions as may be appropria‘ce. |

FITNESS my hand end the seal of as Dapartment of Public Torks

of the State of CTalifornia, this /O day of \ 1821, -

EDWARD HYATY, 3State ZIngincer

M@wﬂaﬂw«

-JB ..uu}'.




